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Dear Sir/Madam: 

This Reply Brief is presented in response to the Examiner's Answer mailed November 
5. 2007. and in support of the Notice of Appeal filed June 1. 2007, and the Appeal Brief filed 
August 1, 2007, appealing the rejection of claims 1-42 of the above-identified application as 
set forth in the Final Office Action mailed April 5, 2007. 

At any time during the pendency of this application, please charge any fees required 
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Appellant respectfully requests reconsideration and reversal of the Examiner's 

rejection of pending claims 1-42. 



PAGE 2123 ' RCVD AT 1/412008 3:39:32 PM [Eastern Standard Time]* SVR:USPT0-EFXRF<»31 ' DNIS:2738300* CSID:612 573 2005 ' DURATION (inin^):07-54 



01/04/2008 14:39 FAX 812 573 2005 DICKE , BILLIGSCZ A JA P. A. 81003 

Reply Brief to Examiner's Answer 

Applicant: Daniel R. Trctter et aL 
Serial No.: 10/696.88& 
Filed: October 30, 2003 

Docket No.: 200314885-1 /H304.125.101 

Title: GENERATING AND DISPLAYING SPATIALLY OFFSET SUB-FRAMES ON DIFFERENT TYPES 
OF GRIDS - ^ . 

ARGUMENT 

The language and arguments sel forth in the Grounds of Rejection section 
(Examiner* s Answer at pages 3-12) appear to be identical to the language and arguments set 
forth in the Final Office Action mailed April 5, 2007. Appellant has addressed the 
deficiencies in these rejections in the Appeal Brief submitted on August 1, 2007. Therefore, 
the following remarks will be directed to the Examiner's arguments in the Response to 
Argument section, which begins on page 12 of the Examiner's Answer. 

h Rejection of Claims 1-5 and 10-14 under 35 U.S.C, §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gibbon in view of Messing. 

A. Rejection of Claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gibbon in view of Messing* 

Independent claim 1 recites •'receiving image data for the image on a first type of 
grid", ''generating a first sub-frame and a second sub-frame corresponding to the image data, 
the first and the second sub-fi^tnes each generated on a second type of grid that is different 
than the first type of grid, wherein one of the first type of grid and the second type of grid is a 
non-rectangular grid", and "alternating between displaying the first sub-firame in a first 
position and displaying the second sub-ftame in a second position spatially offset from the 
first position/' 

In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect to claim 
1, the Examiner gave a summary of the teachings of Gibbon and stated that this "essentially 
is the applicants invention." (Examiner^s Answer at para. no. 2. page 13). The Examiner 
either misunderstands, or is mischaracterizing, the invention of Appellant. Appellant's 
invention is defined by the claims, not the Examiner's shortened and paraphrased version that 
does not even mention different types of grids or a non-rectangular grid. 

The Examiner next repeated the argument from the Final Office Action that the 
disclosure in Gibbon regarding different image resolutions teaches "the claimed limitation of 
'a different grid* ..." (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, page 13). As Appellant pomted 
out in the Appeal Brief, this argimient ignores the language used in the claims. These claims 
do not recite "a different grid'*. Rather, tiicy recite '*a second type of grid that is different 
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than the first type of grid" and ''wherein one of the first type of grid and the second type of 
grid is a non-rectangular grid'*. Gibbon uses the same type of grid (a rectangular grid) for all 
images. 

The Examiner next stated that "[a]s for the Appellants second and third argument that 
Messing does not teach the entire claim, the Examiner would like to once again point out that 
Messing is used as a secondary reference to only show this limitation wherein 'one of the first 
type of grid and the second type of grid is on a non-rectangular grid' while Gibbon teaches 
the essential claimed invention." (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, page 14) (emphasis in 
original). The Examiner's argument ignores the fact that the ^'wherein" clause is related to 
and further defines the language that precedes it. The wherein clause refers to *nhe first type 
of grid'' and '^he second type of grid", which are elements that are introduced earlier in the 
claim. The language that precedes the wherein clause recites "receiving image data for the 
image on a first type of grid", and "generating a first sub-fi-ame and a second sub-frame 
corresponding to the image data, the first and the second sub-frames each generated on a 
second type of grid that is different than the first type of grid". These claim limitations 
cannot be construed in isolation from the wherein clause, as the Examiner is attempting to do. 
The Examiner has not identified any disclosure in the cited references that teaches or suggests 
receiving image data for an image on a non-rectangular grid, and generating a first and a 
second sub-fiame conresponding to the image data on a second type of grid that is different 
than the non-rectangular grid, nor has the Examiner identified any disclosure in the cited 
references that teaches or suggests receiving image data for an image on a first type of grid, 
and generating a first and a second sub-frame corresponding to the image data on a non- 
rectangular grid that is different than the first type of grid. 

The Examiner next stated that "the Gibbon references teaches the essential core of the 
claimed invention while Messing obviously teaches the minor detail that the one type of grid 
is on a rectangular grid while the other is on a non-rectangular grid (Messing is teaching the 
minor detail that images may be on diflferent grid patterns [rectangular and non-rectangular] 
which is definitely well known to one of ordinary skill in the art at the tune of the 
invention).'* (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, page 15). Again, the Examiner's use of 
terms such as "essential core of the claimed invention" and "rhinor detail'* appears to show 
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either a misunderstanding or mischaracterization of the claimed invention, and ignores the 
complexities involved in generating SLib-frame$ for display at spatially offset positions when 
different types of grids are involved, as described in the specification of the present 
Application. The Examiner's argument also again ignores the fact that the 'Svherein*' clause 
is related to and furdier defines the language that precedes it. Claim 1 does not simply recite 
that '^images may be on different grid patterns"* as suggested by the Examiner. Gibbon and 
Messing do not teach or suggest receiving image data for an image on a first type of grid, and 
generating sub-frames corresponding to the image data on a second type of grid that is 
different than the first type of grid, wherein one of the first type of grid and the second type 
of grid is a non-rectangular grid. 

On pages 15-17 (para. nos. 3-8) of the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner states 
several times that ''the Appellant argues . . citing section II of Appellant's Appeal Brief, 
and then the Examiner addresses these ^'argiunents'*. Section II of the Appeal Brief is an 
"Applicable Law" section, and does not contain arguments of the Appellant. 

In view of the above, Appellant respectfiilly submits that the Examiner has not 
established a prima facie case of obviousness of independent claim 1, and the rejection of 
independent claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) should be withdrawn. 

B. Rejection of Claim 2 under 35 CJ.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gibbon in view of Messing. 

Dependent claim 2 recites "the method of claim 1, wherein the first type of grid is a 
rectangular grid and the second type of grid is a diamond grid." Since this claim further 
defines independent claim 1, the resulting claim recites receiving image data for the image on 
a rectangular grid, generating a first sub-frame and a second sub-irame corresponding to the 
image data on a diamond grid, and alternating between displaying the first sub-fi'ame in a first 
position and displaying the second sub-frame in a second position spatially offset from the 
first position. 

In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect to claim 
2, the Examiner stated that: 



4 



PAGE 5123'RCVDATIfm 3:39:32 PM [Eastern Standa^^ 



01/04/2008 14:40 FAX 812 573 2005 



DICKE,BILLIG&CZAJA P. A. 



0)008 



Reply Brief to Examiner's Answer 

Applicant: Daniel R. Trertcr er al. 

Serial No.: 10/696,888 

Filed: October 30, 2003 

Docket No.: 200314885-1 / H304.125.101 

Title: GENERATING AND DISPLAYING SPATIALLY OFFSET SUB-FRAMES CM DIFFERENT TYPES 
OF GRIDS 



The Appellant firstly argues, regarding claim 2 (see Appeal Brief, pp, 
10-11) that Oibbon does not teach or suggest "receivine image data for an 
image on a rectangular grid, and generating a first sub-frame and second sub- 
frame corresponding to the image data on a diamond grid" because the 
Appellant believes that Gibbons teaches only rectangular grids for all images. 

The Examiner's response to the Appellant's first argument is that 
Gibbon does not teach such a limitation because as discussed above Gibbon 
teaches only rectangular grids for all of the images. Since Gibbon teaches all 
the other limitations of the claim, Messing was the secondary reference which 
was used to obviously teach this rectangular first type of grid and this diamond 
second type of grid [diamond is another way of describing an irregular grid or 
quincunx grid] as discussed above in Section I-A.2." (Examiner's Answer at 
para. nos. 1 and 2, page 18) (bold emphasis added). 

The Examiner admitted above that Gibbon does not teach "receiving image data for 
an image on a rectangular grid, and generating a first sub-frame and second sub-frame 
corresponding to the image data on a diamond grid" (i.e., the Examiner stated that "Gibbon 
does not teach such a limitation"). The Examiner has also not identified any disclosure in 
Gibbon or Messing that teaches or suggests displaying such sub-frames (i.e., sub-frames on a 
diamond grid) in a spatially offset manner. 

The Examiner next stated that "[t]he Examiner's response to the Appellants' second 
argument is that Messing is not used to teach the production of the low tesolution images but 
rather only showing this limitation wherein the first type of grid is a rectangular grid and the 
second type of grid is a diamond grid " (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2. page 19) 
(emphasis in original). This argument, and the argument regarding Messuig in the above 
block quote, ignore the fact that the "wherein" clause is related to and fiirther defmes the 
language thai precedes it. As mentioned above, smce dependent 'claim 2 further defines 
independent claim 1. the resulting claim recites receiving image data for the image on a 
rectangular grid, generating a first sub-frame and a second sub-frame corresponding to the 
image data on a diamond grid, and alternating between displaying the first sub-frame in a first 
position and displaying the second sub-frame in a second position spatially offset from the 
first position. The mere mention of a "qumcunx" grid in Messing does not teach or suggest 
the above limitations. Thus, in light of the Examiner's admission that Gibbon does not teach 
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these limitations, and the failure to identify any disclosure in Messing that teaches or suggests 
these limitations. Appellant respectfully submits that the Examiner has not established a 
prima facie case of obviousness of dependent claim 2. 

Since dependent claim 2 further limits patentably distinct claim 1, and is further 
distinguishable over the cited references, claim 2 is believed to be allowable over the cited 
references. Appellant respectfully submits that the Examiner has not established a prima 
facie case of obviousness of dependent claim 2, and the rejection of dependent claim 2 under 
35 U.S.C. §103(a) should be withdrawn. 

C. Rejection off Claim 3 under 35 U.S.C, §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gibbon in view of Messing. 

Dependent claim 3 recites "the method of claim 2, wherein the image data includes 
rectangular-shaped pixels on the rectangular grid, and the first and the second sub-irames 
each include diamond-shaped pixels on the diamond grid." Appellant pointed out in the 
Appeal Brief that the Examiner has not cited any disclosure in Gibbon or Messing that 
teaches or suggests first and second sub-frames that include diamond-shaped pixels on a 
diamond grid. In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect 
to claim 3, the Examiner stated that: 

The Examiner's response to the Appellants argument is that Gibbon 
discloses the two sub-frames which are on rectangular grids and Messing' s 
teachings obviously show that Gibbons two sub-frames are on a diamond grid 
as discussed above in Section I-A.2. Therefore the pixels are basically 
diamond shaped due to the fact thai the pixels are on a diamond shaped grid. 
(Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, pages 19-20). 

The Examiner's apparent contention that pixels have to be "basically" diamond 
shaped if a diamond grid is used is factually incorrect, and the Examiner has not identified 
any disclosure in the cited references to support this contention. The Examiner still has not 
cited any disclosure in Gibbon or Messing that leaches or suggests first and second sub- 
frames that include diamond-shaped pixels on a diamond grid. 

Since dependent claim 3 further limits patentably distinct claim 1, and is further 
distinguishable over the cited references, claim 3 is believed to be allowable over the cited 
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references. Appellant respectftilly submits that the Examiner has not established a prima 
facie case of obviousness of dependent claim 3, and the rejection of dependent claim 3 under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) should be withdrawn. 

D- Rejection of Claim 4 under 35 U.S-C- §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gibbon in view of Messing. 

Dependent claim 4 recites "the method of claim 1, wherein ihc first type of grid is a 
diamond grid and the second type of grid is a rectangular grid." Since this claim further 
defines independent claim 1 , the resulting claim recites receiving image data for the image on 
a diamond grid, and generating a first sub-fi*ame and a second sub-fi-ame corresponding to the 
image data on a rectangular grid. In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's 
Answer, with respect to claim 4, the Examiner staled that: 

The Examiner's response to the Appellants* first argument is that 
Gibbon does not teach such a limitation because as discussed above Gibbon 
teaches only rectangular grids for all of the images. Since Gibbon teaches all 
the other limitations of the claim, Messing was the secondary reference which 
was used to obviously teach this diamond first type of grid [diamond is 
another way of describing an irregular grid or quincunx grid] and this 
rectangular second type grid as discussed above in Section I-A,2", 
(Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2. page 21) (bold emphasis added). ( 

The Examiner admitted above that Gibbon does not teach ''receiving image data for 
an image on a diamond grid, and generating a first sub-frame and second sub-frame 
corresponding to the image data on a rectangular grid" (i.e., the Examiner stated that "Gibbon 

does not teach such a limitation")- 

The Examiner next stated that "[t]he Examiner's response to tlie Appellants' second 
argument is that Messing is not teaching the production of the low resolution images but 
rather onfy showing this limitation wherein the first type of grid is a diamond grid and the 
second type of grid is a rectangular grid." (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, page 21) 
(emphasis in original). This argument, and the argument regarding Messing in the above 
block quote, ignore the fact that the "wherein" clause is related to and further defines the 
language that precedes it. As mentioned above, since dependent claim 4 further defines 
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independent claim 1, the resulting claim recites receiving image data for the image on a 
diamond grid, and generating a first sub-frame and a second sub-frame corresponding to the 
image data on a rectangular grid. The mere mention of a "quincunx" grid in Messing does 
not teach or suggest the above limitations, Thus» in light of the Examiner's admission that 
Gibbon does not teach these limitations, and the failure to identify any disclosure in Messing 
that teaches or suggests these limitations, Appellant respectfully submits that the Examiner 
has not established a prima facie case of obviousness of dependent claim 4. 

Since dependent claim 4 further limits patentably distinct claim 1, and is further 
distinguishable over the cited references, claim 4 is believed to be allowable over the cited 
references. Appellant respectfully submits that the Examiner has not established a prima 
facie case of obviousness of dependent claim 4, and the rejection of dependent claim 4 under 
35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) should be withdrawn, 

E. Rejection of Claim S under 35 U.S.C. §103(ii) as beins unpatentable over 
Gibbon in view of Messing. 

Dependent claim 5 recites "the method of claim 4, wherein the image data includes 
diamond-shaped pixels on the diamond grid, and the first and the second sub-frames each 
include rectangular-shaped pixels on the rectangular grid." Appellant pointed out in the 
Appeal Brief that the Examiner has not cited any disclosure m Gibbon or Messing that 
teaches or suggests image data with diamond-shaped pixels on a diamond grid, or generating 
first and second sub-frames corresponding to such image data (i.e., image data with diamond- 
shaped pixels on a diamond grid) with rectangular-shaped pixels on a rectangular grid. In the 
Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect to claim 5> the 

Examiner stated that: 

The Examiner's response to the Appellants argument is that Gibbon 
discloses the two sub-frames which are on rectangular grids and Messing's 
teachings obviously show that Gibbons image data are on a diamond grid as 
discussed above in Section I-D.2. Therefore the pixels in the image data are 
on a diamond shaped grid, and the pixels in the sub-frames are basically 
diamond shaped due to the fact that the pixels in the sub-frames are on a 
rectangular shaped grid. (Examiner's Answer at para, no. 2, page 22), 
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The Examiner's apparent coniention that pixels have to be "basically" diamond 
shaped if a rectangiilar grid is used is factually incoirecl, is contradicted by the Examiner's 
statement with respect to claim 3 (that the pixels have to be basically diamond shaped if a 
diamond grid is used), and the Examiner has not identified any disclosure in the cited 
references to support this contention. The Examiner still has not cited any disclosiire in 
Gibbon or Messing that teaches or suggests image data with diamond-shaped pixels on a 
diamond grid, or generating first and second sub-frames corresponding to such image data 
(i.e., image data with diamond-shaped pixels on a diamond grid) with rectangular-shaped 
pixels on a rectangular grid. 

Since dependent claim 5 further limits patentably distinct claim 1> and is further 
distinguishable over the cited references^ claim 5 is believed to be allowable over the cited 
references. Appellant respectfully submits that the Examiner has not established a prima 
facie case of obviousness of dependent claim 5, and the rejection of dependent claim S xmder 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) should be withdrawn. 

F. Rejection of Claim 10 under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gibbon in view of Messing. 

Independent claim 10 recites '*a buffer adapted to receive image data for the image on 
a first type of grid", "an image processing unit configured to define first and second sub- 
, frames corresponding to the image data, the first and the second sub-frames each defined on a 
second type of grid that is different than the first type of grid, wherein one of the first type of 
grid and the second type of grid is a non-rectangular grid", and "a display device adapted to 
edtemately display the first sub^frame in a first position and the second sub-frame in a second 
position spatially offset from the first position." 

In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer* with respect to claim 
10, the Examiner stated that "[f|or the same reasons respectively as discussed above in 
Section I-A.2 with respect to claim 1 , the Examiner considers these arguments unpersuasive 
and maintains the previous rejection of claim 10.'^ (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, page 
23). For at least the reasons discussed in the Appeal Brief with respect to claim 10, and the 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1» Appellant respectfully submits that the 
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Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness of independent claim 10, and 
the rejection of independent claim 10 under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) should be vvithdrawn; 

G. Rejection of Claim 11 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gibbon in view of Messing. 

Dependent claim 1 1 recites *'the system of claim 10, wherein the first type of grid is a 
rectangular grid and the second type of grid is a diamond grid.'' Since this claim further 
defines independent claim 10, the resulting claim recites receiving image data for the image 
on a rectangular grid, defining a first sub-frame and a second sub-firame corresponding to the 
image data on a diamond grid, and alternately displaying the first sub-fi*ame in a first position 
and the second sub-fi-amc in a second position spatially offset firom the first position. 

In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect to claim 

11, the Examiner stated that *'[fJor the same reasons respectively as discussed above in 
Section I-B.2 with respect to claim 2, the Examiner considers these arguments unpersuasive 
and maintains the previous rejection of claim 1 1." (Examiner*s Answer at para, no. 2, page 

23) . For at least the reasons discussed in the Appeal Brief with respect to claim 1 1, and the 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim 2, Appellant respectfiilly submits that the 
Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness of dependent claim 1 1. and 
the rejection of dependent claim 1 1 under 35 U.S,C. § 103(a) should be withdrawn. 

H. Rejection of Claim 12 under 35 U«S*C* §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gibbon in view of Messing. 

Dependent claim 12 recites *Hhe system of claim 11, wherein the image data includes 
rectangular-shaped pixels on the rectangular grid, and the first and the second sub-firames 
each include diamond-shaped pixels on the diamond grid." 

In the Response to Argimient section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect to claim 

12, the Examiner stated that "[f|or the same reasons respectively as discussed above in 
Section I-C.2 with respect to claim 3, the Examiner considers these argimients unpersuasive 
and maintains the previous rejection of claim 12," (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, page 

24) . For at least the reasons discussed in the Appeal Brief with respect to claim 12, and the 

10 

PAGE 1 1/23 ' RCVD AT 1/412008 3:39:32 PM [Eastern Standard 



01/04/2008 14:42 FAX 612 573 2005 DICKE , BILLIB&CZA JA P. A. ©012 

Reply Brief to Exam iner's A nswer 

Applicant: Daniel R. Trclicr et at. 

Serial No.: 10/696,888 

Filed: October 30, 2003 

Docket No.: 200314885-1 / H304.125.101 

Title: GENERATING AND DISPLAYING SPATIALLY OFFSET SUB-FRAMES ON DIFFERENT TYPES 
OF GRIDS .. _ 

reasons discussed above with respect to claim 3, Appellant respectfully submits that the 
Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness of dependent claim 12, and 
the rejection of dependent claim 12 under 35 US.C- §103 (a) should be withdrawn. 

I. Rejection of Claim 13 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) m being unpatentable over 
Gibbon in view of Messing* 

Dependent claim 13 recites 'the system of claim 10, wherein the first type of grid is a 
diamond grid and the second type of grid is a rectangular grid." Since this claim further 
defines independent claim 10, the resulting claim recites receiving image data for the image 
on a diamond grid, and defining a first sub-frame and a second sub-fi^ame corresponding to 
the image data on a rectangular grid. 

In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect to claim 

13, the Examiner stated that "[f|or the same reasons respectively as discussed above in 
Section I-D.2 with respect to claim 4, the Examiner considers these arguments impersuasive 
and maintains the previous rejection of claim 13/' (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, page 
24). For at least the reasons discussed in the Appeal Brief with respect to claim 13, and the 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim 4, Appellant respectfully submits that the 
Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness of dependent claim 13, and 
the rejection of dependent claim 13 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) should be withdrawn. 

J. Rejection of Claim 14 under 35 US.C. §l03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gibbon in view of Messing. 

Dependent claim 14 recites *'the system of claim 13, wherein the image data includes 
diamond-shaped pixels on the diamond grid, and the first and the second sub-frames each 
include rectangular-shaped pixels on the rectangular grid/' 

In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect to claim 

14, the Examiner stated that "[f]or the same reasons respectively as discussed above in 
Section I-E,2 with respect to claim 5, the Examiner considers these arguments m^ersuasive 
and maintains the previous rejection of claim 14." (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, page 
24). For at least the reasons discussed in the Appeal Brief with respect to claim 14, and the 
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reasons discussed above with respect to claim S, Appellant respectfully submits that the 
Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness of dependent claim 14, and 
the rejection of dependent claim 14 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) should be withdrawn. 

II. Rejection of Claims 6, 7, 15, 16, 19-24, 27-34, and 37-40 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Gibbon in view of Messing, and further in view of 
Park. 

A. Rejection of Claims 6, 7, 15, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) AS being 
unpatentable over Gibbon in view of Messing, and further in view of 
Park. 

Since dependent claims 6, 7, 15, and 16 further limit patentably distinct claim 1 or 
claim 10, and are further distinguishable over the cited references, claims 6, 7, 15, and 16 are 
believed to be allowable over the cited references. Appellant respectfully submits that the 
Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness of dependent claims 6, 7, 15, 
and 16, and the rejection of dependent claims 6, 7, 15, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) should 
be withdrawn. 



B. Rejection of Claims 19 and 24 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gibbon in view of Messing, and further in view of 
Park, 

Independent claim 19 recites "means for receiving a first high resolution image on a 
first type of grid", and "means for generating a first plurality of low resolution sub-frames for 
display at spatially o£fset positions to generate the appearance of a high resolution image 
based on the first high resolution image and the stored relationship, each of the low resolution 
sub-frames generated on a second type of grid, wherein one of the first type of grid and the 
second type of grid is a non-rectangular grid." 

in the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect to claim 
19, the Examiner stated that *'[f|or the same reasons respectively as discussed above in 
Section I-A.2 with respect to claim 1 , the Examiner considers these arguments unpersuasive 
and maintains the previous rejection of claim 19." (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, page 
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26). For at least the reasons discussed in the Appeal Brief with respect to claim 19, aad the 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1, Appellant respectfully submits that the 
Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness of independent claim 19, and 
the rejection of independent claim 19 under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) should be withdrawn. Since 
dependent claim 24 further limits patentably distinct claim 19, and is further distinguishable 
over the cited references, claim 24 is believed to be allowable over the cited references. 
Appellant respectfully submits that the Examiner has not established a prima facie case of 
obviousness of dependent claim 24, and the rejection of dependent claim 24 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 1 03(a) should be withdrawn. 

C. Rejection of Claim 20 under 35 §l03(a) as being unpatentable over 

Gibbon in view of Messing^ and furtber in view of Park, 

Dependent claim 20 recites "the system of claim 19, wherein the first type of grid is a 
rectangular grid and the second type of grid is a diamond grid." Since this clmro further 
defines independent claim 19, the resuhing claim recites receiving a first high resolution 
image on a rectangular grid, and generating a first plurality of low resolution sub-frames for 
display at spatially offset positions to generate the appearance of a high resolution image 
based on the first high resolution image, each of the low resolution sub-frames generated on a 
diamond grid. 

In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner*5 Answer, with respect to claim 
20, the Examiner stated that *'[f|or the same reasons respectively as discussed above in 
Section I-B,2 with respect to claim 2, the Examiner considers these arguments unpersuasive 
and maintains the previous rejection of claim 20." (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, page 
27). For at least the reasons discussed in the Appeal Brief with respect to claim 20, and the 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim 2, Appellant respectfully submits that the 
Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness of dependent claim 20. and 
the rejection of dependent claini 20 under 35 U.S.C, §103(a) should be withdrawn. 
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D. Rejection of Claim 21 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gibbon in view of Messing, and further in view of Park. 

Dependent claim 21 recites ''the system of claim 20, wherein the first high resolution 
image includes rectangular-shaped pixels on the rectangular grid, and the first plurality of low 
resolution sub-frames each include diamond-shaped pixels on the diamond grid/' 

In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect to claim 

21, the Examiner stated that "[fjor the same reasons respectively as discussed above in 
Section I-C.2 .with respect to claim 3, the Examiner considers these arguments unpersuasive 
and maintains the previous rejection of claim 21," (Examiner's Answer at para, no, 2, page 

28) . For at least the reasons discussed in the Appeal Brief with respect to claim 2 J , and the 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim 3, Appellant respectfully submits that the 
Examiner has pot established a prima facie case of obviousness of dependent claim 21, and 
the rejection of dependent claim 21 under 35 U,S,C. §103(a) should be withdrawn. 

E, Rejection of Claim 22 under 35 U.S*C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gibbon in view of Messing^ and further in view of Park. 

Dependent claim 22 recites *the system of claim 19, wherein the first type of grid is a 
diamond grid and the second type of grid is a rectangular grid." Since this claim further 
defines independent claim 19, the resulting claim recites receiving a first high resolution 
image on a diamond grid, and generating a first plurality of low resolution sub-frames for 
display at spatially offset positions to generate the appearance of a high resolution image 
based on the first high resolution image, each of the low resolution sub-frames generated on a 
on a rcctangul ar grid. 

In the Response to Argument section of the Ex^iner's Answer, with respect to claim 

22, the Examiner stated that "[flor the same reasons respectively as discussed above in 
Section I-D.2 with respect to claim 4, the Examiner considers these arguments impersuasive 
and maintains the previous rejection of claim 22." (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, page 

29) , For at least the reasons discussed in the Appeal Brief with respect to claim 22, and the 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim 4, Appellant respectfully submits that the 
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Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness of dependent claim 22. and 
the rejection of dependent claim 22 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) should be withdrawn. 

F. Rejection of Claim 23 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gibbon in vieiv of Messing, and further in view of Park. 

Dependent claim 23 recites *the system of claim 22, wherein the first high resolution 
image includes diamond-shaped pixels on the diamond grid, and the first plurality of low 
resolution sub-fi'ames each include rectangular-shaped pixels on the rectangular grid." 

In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect to claim 
23, the Examiner stated that "[Qor the same reasons respectively as discussed above in 
Section I-E.2 with respect to claim 5, the Examiner considers these arguments unpersuasive 
and maintains the previous rejection of claim 23," (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, page 
30). For at least the reasons discussed in the Appeal Brief with, respect to claim 23, and the 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim 5, Appellant respectfully submits that the 
Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness of dependent claim 23, and 
the rejection of dependent claim 23 under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) should be withdrawn. 

G. Rejection of Claims 27 and 30 under 35 U.S.C* §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gibbon in view of Messing, and further in view of 
Park* 

Independent claim 27 recites "receiving a first high resolution image on a first type of 
grid", and "generating a first plurality of low resolution sub-ftames for display at spatially 
offset positions to generate the appearance of a high resolution image based on the first high 
resolution image and the relationship between sub-frame values and high resolution image 
values, the first plurality of low resolution sub-fi'ames generated on a second type of grid, 
wherein one of the first type of grid and the second type of grid is a non-rectangular grid.*' 

In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect to claim 
27, the Examiner stated that "[fjor the same reasons respectively as discussed above in 
Section 1-A.2 with respect to claim 1.. the Examiner considers these arguments unpersuasive 
and maintains the previoiiS rejection of claim 27." (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, page 

15 

PA(£ 16123 ' RCVD AT 1Ma0083:39:32 m [Eastern 



01/0472008 14:44 FAX B12 573 2005 



0ICKE,BILLIB8CZAJA P. A. 



Reply Brief to Examiner's Answer 

Applicant: Daniel R. Tretter et al. 

Serial No.: 10/696,888 

Filed: October 30, 2003 

Docket No.: 200314885-1 /H304.125.101 

Title: GENERATING AND DISPLAYING SPATIALLY OFFSET SUB-FRAMES ON DIFFERENT TYPES 

OF GRl DS 



31) . For at least the reasons discussed in the Appeal Brief with respect to claim 27, and the 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1, Appellant respectfully submits that the 
Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness of independent claim 27, and 
the rejection of independent claim 27 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) should be withdrawn. Since 
dependent claim 30 further limits patentably distinct claim 27, and i$ further distinguishable 
over the cited references, claim 30 is believed to be allowable over the cited references. 
Appellant respectfully submits that the Examiner has not established a prima facie case of 
obviousness of dependent claim 30, and the rejection of dependent claim 30 imder 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) should be withdrawn. ^ 

H. Rejection of Claim 28 under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gibbon in view of Messing, and further in view of Park. 

Dependent claim 28 recites *the computer-readable medium of claim 27, wherein the 
first type of grid is a rectangular grid and the second type of grid is a diamond grid." Since 
this claim further defines independent claim 27, the resulting claim recites receiving a first 
high resolution image on a rectangular grid^ and generating a first plurality of low resolution 
sub-frames for display at spatially offset positions to generate the appearance of a high 
resolution image based on the first high resolution image, the first plurality of low resolution 
sub-frames generated on a diamond grid. 

In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect to claim 
28, the Examiner stated that "[fjor the same reasons respectively as discussed above in 
Section I-B.2 with respect to claim 2, the Examiner considers these arguments unpersuasive 
and maintains the previous rejection of claim 28.'* (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, page 

32) . For at least the reasons discussed in the Appeal Brief with respect to claim 28, and the 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim 2, Appellant respectfully submits that the 
Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness of dependent claim 28, and 
the rejection of dependent claim 28 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) should be withdrawn. 
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1. Rejection of Claim 29 under 35 U.S.C, §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gibbon in view of Messing, and further in view of Park. 

Dependent claim 29 recites ^Hhe computer-readable medium of claim 27, wherein the 
first type of grid is a diamond grid and the second type of grid is a rectangular grid." Since 
this claim further defmes independent claim 27, the resulting claim recites receiving a first 
high resolution image on a diamond grid, and generating a first plurality of low resolution 
sub-frames for display at spatially offset positions to generate the appearance of a high 
resolution image based on the first high resolution image, the plurality of low resolution sub- 
fiames generated on a on a rectangular grid. 

In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect to claim 
29, the Examiner stated that ''[f)or ihc same reasons respectively as discussed above in 
Section 1-D.2 with respect to claim 4, the Examiner considers ihese arguments unpersuasive 
and maintains the previous rejection of claim 29 r (Examiner's Answer at para, no, 2, page 
33). For at least the reasons discussed in the Appeal Brief with respect to claim 29, and the 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim 4, Appellant respectfully submits that the 
Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness of dependent clwm 29, and 
the rejection of dependent claim 29 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) should be withdrawn. 

J. Rejection of Claims 31 and 34 under 35 U.S.C, §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gibbon in view of Messing^ and further in view of 
Park. 

Independent claim 31 recites "receiving image data for the image on a first type of 
grid", "generating a first frame corresponding to the image data based on minimization of an 
error between the image data and a simulated image, the first frame generated on a second 
type of grid that is different than the first type of grid", and "displaying the first firamc on the 
second type of grid, wherein one of the first type of grid and the second type of grid is a non- 
rectangular grid." 

In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect to claim 
31, the Examiner stated that "[f|or the same reasons respectively as discussed above in 
Section I-A.2 with respect to claim U the Examiner considers these arguments unpersuasive 
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and maintains the previous rejection of claim 31." (Examiner's Answer at para, no. 2, page 
34). For at least the reasons discussed in the Appeal Brief with respect to claim 31, and the 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1. Appellant respectfully submits that the 
Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness of independent claim 31, and 
the rejection of independent claim 31 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) should be withdrawn. Since 
dependent claim 34 fiirther limits patentably distinct claim 31, and is further distinguishable 
over the cited references, claim 34 is believed to be allowable over the cited references. 
Appellant respectfully submits that the Examiner has not established a prima facie case of 
obviousness of dependent claim 34, and the rejection of dependent claim 34 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 1 03(a) should be withdrawn. 

K. Rejection of aaim 32 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gibbon in view of Messing, and further in view of Park. 

Dependent claim 32 recites "the method of claim 3 1 , wherein the first type of grid is a 
rectangular grid and the second type of grid is a diamond grid." Since this claim further 
defines independent claim 31. the resulting claim recites receiving image data for the image 
on a rectangular grid, generating a first frame based on the image data on diamond grid, and 
displaying the first frame on a diamond grid. 

In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect to claim 
32, the Examiner stated thai "[fjor the same reasons respectively as discussed above in 
Section I-B.2 with respect to claim 2, the Examiner considers these arguments unpersuasive 
and maintains the previous rejection of claim 32." (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, page 
35). For at least the reasons discussed in the Appeal Brief with respect to claim 32, and the 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim 2, Appellant respectfully submits that the 
Examiner has not established a prima facte case of obviousness of dependent claim 32. and 
the rejection of dependent claim 32 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) should be withdrawn. 
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L. Rejection of Claim 33 under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gibbon in view of Messing, and further in view of Park. 

Dependent claim 33 recites "the method of claim 32, wherein the image data includes 
rectangular-shaped pixels on the rectangular grid, and the first frame includes diamond- 
shaped pixels on the diamond grid." 

In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect to claim 
33, the Examiner stated that "[fjor the same reasons respectively as discussed above in 
Section I-C.2 with respect to claim 3, the Examiner considers these arguments unpersuasive 
and maintains the previous rejection of claim 33." (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, page 
36). For at least the reasons discussed in the Appeal Brief with respect to claim 33, and the 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim 3. Appellant respectfully submits that the 
Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness of dependent claim 33, and 
the rejection of dependent claim 33 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) should be withdrawn. 

M, Rejection of Claims 37 and 40 under 35 U.S.C. §J03(a) as being 
nnpatentable over Gibbon in view of Messing, and further in view of 
Park. 

Independent claim 37 recites "receive image data for the image on a first type of 
grid", "define a first frame corresponding to the image data based on minimization of an error 
between the image data and a simulated image, the first ftame defined on a second type of 
grid that is different than the first type of grid, wherein one of the first type of grid and the 
second type of grid is a non-rectangular grid", and "display the first frame on the second type 
of grid." 

In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect to claim 
37, the Examiner stoted that "[flor the same reasons respectively as discussed above in 
Section I-A.2 with respect to claim 1, the Examiner considers these arguments unpersuasive 
and maintains the previous rejection of claim 37." (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, page 
37). For at least the reasoiis discussed in the Appeal Brief with respect to claim 37, and the 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1. Appellant respectfully submits thai the 
Examiner has not established a pr/ffio/ocie case of obviousness of independent claim 37, and 
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the rejection of independent claim 37 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) should be withdrawn. Since 
dependent claim 40 further limits patentably distinct claim 37, and is further distinguishable 
over the cited references, claim 40 is beheved to be allowable over the cited references. 
Appellant respectfully submits that the Examiner has not established a prima facie case of 
obviousness of dependent claim 40, and the rejection of dependent claim 40 under 35 U.S.C, 
§ 1 03(a) should be withdrawn. 

Rejection of Claim 38 under 35 U.S-C- §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gibbon in view of Messing, and further in view of Park. 

Dependent claim 38 recites '^e system of claim 37> wherein the first type of grid is a 
rectangular grid and the second type of grid is a diamond grid. Since this claim further 
defines independent claim 37, the resulting claim recites receiving image data for the image 
on a rectangular grid, defining a first frame based on the image data on diamond grid, and 
displaying the first frame on a diamond grid. 

In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect to claim 

38, the Exammcr stated that "[fjor the same reasons respectively as discussed above in 
Section I-B,2 with respect to claim 2, the Examiner considers these argimients unpersuasive 
and maintains the previous rejection of claim (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, page 
38). For at least the reasons discussed in the Appeal Brief with respect to claim 38, and the 
reasons discussed above vrith respect to claim 2, Appellant respectfully submits that the 
Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness of dependent claim 38, and 
the rejection of dependent claim 38 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) should be withdrawn. 

O. Rejection of Claim 39 under 35 U,S,C. §l03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gibbon in view of Messing, and further in view of Park. 

Dependent claim 39 recites "the system of claim 38, wherein the image data includes 
rectangular-shaped pixels on the rectangular grid, and the first frame includes diamond- 
shaped pixels on the diamond grid." 

In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, with respect to claim 

39, the Examiner stated that "[fjor the same reasons respectively as discussed above in 
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Section I-C,2 with respect to claim 3, the Examiner considers these arguments unpersuasive 
and maintains the previous rejection of claim 39," (Examiner's Answer at para. no. 2, page 
39). For at least the reasons discussed in the Appeal Brief with respect to claim 39, and the 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim 3, Appellant respectfully submits that the 
Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness of dependent claim 39, and 
tlie rejection of dependent claim 39 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) should be withdrawn. 

IIL Rejection of Claims 8. 9, 17, 18, 25, 26, 35, 36, 41, and 42 under 35 US.C §103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Gibbon in view of Messing, Parle, Nomura, and 
Tanaka* 

Since dependent claims 8, 9, 17, 18, 25, 26, 35, 36. 41, and 42 further limit patentably 
distinct claim 1, 10, 19, 31, or 37, and are further distinguishable over the cited references, 
claims 8, 9, 17, 18, 25, 26, 35, 36. 41, and 42 are believed to be allowable over the cited 
references. Appellant respectfully submits that the Examiner has not established a prima 
facie case of obviousness of dependent claims 8, 9, 17, 18, 25, 26, 35, 36, 41> and 42, and the 
rejection of dependent claims 8, 9, 17. 18, 25, 26. 35, 36, 41, and 42 under 35 U.S.C. §lb3(a) 
$hould be withdrawn. 

CONCLUSION 

For the above reasons, Appellant respectfully submits that the art of record neither 
anticipates nor renders obvious the claimed invention. Thus, the claimed invention does 
patentably distinguish over the art of record. Appellant, therefore, respectfully submits that 
the above rejections are not correct and should be withdrawn, and respectfully requests that 
the Examiner be reversed and that all pending claims be allowed. 

Any inquiry regarding this Reply Brief should be directed to either Jeff A. Holmen at 
Telephone No. (612) 573-0178, Facsimile No. (612) 573-2005 or Timothy F. Myers at 
Telephone No. (541) 715-4197, Facsimile No. (541) 715-8581. In addition, all 
correspondence should continue to be directed to the following address; 
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OICKE,BILLIG&CZAJA P. A. 



@|023 



Reply Brief to £xBiiiiner*s Answer 

Applicant: Daniel R. Trettcr ct al. 

Serial No.: 10/69^,888 

Filed: October 30, 2003 

DocketNo.: 20O314S85-1 / H304.125.101 

Title: GENERATING AND DISPLAYING SPATIALLY OFFSET SUB-FRAMES ON DIFFERENT TYPES 
OF GRIDS 



IP Administration 
Legal DepaTtment, M/S 35 
HEWLETT-PACKARD COMPANY 
P.O. Box 272400 

Fort Collins, Coloiado 80527-2400 



RespectRiUy submitted, 

Daniel R. Tretter et al. 

By their attorneys, 

DICKE. BILLIG & CZAJA, PLLC 
FifUi Street Towers, Suite 2250 
100 South Fiftti Street 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 
Telephone: (612) 573-0178 
Facsimile: (612) 573-2005 

i,^ iMioB njja. 

JAHrjms Jeff AiflftH&en 

Reg. No. 38,492 



Tlic undcrs:iiincd hetT^'hy CvYufics \\\%\ Wwn^ p-.iptr Of papt,T!?. tlc>.;fiT>5<i Tu-fcm. htc ix-;ny n -insnnittfd viH facsimile to 
ru«imilc N<i. t57n:>73 »3W)onilii& ^Ih Oav uf J^nmii>'. 200^ . 
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